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UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT OPINIONS
FOURTH AMENDMENT

“USE OFAWELL-TRAINED NARCOTICS-DETECTION DOG—ONHHAT ‘DOES NOT
EXPOSE NONCONTRABAND ITEMSHAT OTHERWVISEWOULD REMAIN HIDDEN FROM
PUBLICVIEW, ..—DURINGA LAWFUL TRAFFIC STOP GENERALLY DOES NOT
IMPLICATE LEGITIMATE PRNACY INTERESTS”

Illinois v. Caballes http://a257.g.akamaitech.net/7/257/2422/24jan200530/
WWW.Ssupremecoutus.gov/opinions/04pdf/03-923.pdf03-023

CATEGORICALAUTHORITY OF POLICETO DETAIN ANYONE ON PREMISES DURING
EXECUTION OF SEARCHNVARRANT PERMITS HANDCUFFINGTWO SERARATE
CONCURRENCES, ENLISTING MAJORITOFVOTES, SUGGESTHAT THIS CONCLUSION
MAY BE FACT-INTENSIVE,AND OUTLINE CONSIDERAIONS UNDERWHICH THIS
AUTHORITY ATTACHES, ON CASE-BYCASE BASIS

Muehler v. Mena, http://a257.g.akamaitech.net/7/257/2422/22mar20085/
WWW.supremecoutus.gov/opinions/04pdf/03-1423.pdi03-1423

MERE POLICE QUESTIONING DOES NOAMOUNT TO “SEIZURE": “(T)YHEREWAS NO
ADDITIONAL SEIZUREWITHIN THE MEANING OFTHE FOURTHAMENDMENT. HENCE,
THE OFFICERS DID NO'NEED REASONABLE SUSPICIONOASK MENA FOR HER NAME,
DATEAND PLACE OF BIR'H, OR IMMIGRATION STATUS”

Muehler v. Mena, http://a257.g.akamaitech.net/7/257/2422/22mar20085/
WWW.Supremecoutus.gov/opinions/04pdf/03-1423.pdf 03-1423
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FIFTH AMENDMENT —DOUBLE JEOPARDY

DISMISSALBY JUDGE OF ONE COUN,AFTER CLOSE OF SATE'S CASE, ON GROUND OF
INSUFFICIENTEVIDENCEWAS “FINAL” RULING FOR DOUBLE JEORRRDY PURPOSES SO
ASTO PRECLUDE JUDGE FROM SUBSEQUENYIRECONSIDERINGAND SUBMITTING
COUNTTO JURY

Smith v Massachuse$ http://a257.g.akamaitech.net/7/257/2422/22feb2005810/
WWW.Ssupremecoutus.gov/opinions/04pdf/03-8661.pdf03-8661

SIXTH AMENDMENT — SENTENCING

FEDERALSENTENCING GUIDELINE REGIME/IOLATES 6" AMENDMENT, TO EXTENT
THAT MANDATORY ENHANCEMENTBASED ON RACTS NEITHERADMITTED BY
DEFENDANTNOR SUBJECTO JURY-TRIAL PROOF; REMEDYSTO MAKE GUIDELINES
“EFFECTIVELY ADVISORY”

U.S. v Booker, http://a257.9.akamaitech.net/7/257/2422/25jan20051650/wwswpremecoutus.gov/
opinions/04pdf/04-104.pdf04-104

PROOF OFARMED CAREER CRIMINALACT, 18 USC § 924(E) ENHANCEMENTS
GENERALLY LIMITED TO EXAMINING THE STATUTORY DEFINITION, CHARGING
DOCUMENT,WRITTEN PLEAAGREEMENT TRANSCRIPTOF PLEACOLLOQUY,AND ANY
EXPLICIT FACTUAL FINDING BY THETRIAL JUDGETOWHICH THE DEFENDANT
ASSENTED”

Shepard vU.S, http://a257.g.akamaitech.net/7/257/2422/07mar20085/
WWW.Supremecoutus.gov/opinions/04pdf/03-9168.pd603-9168

EIGHTH AMENDMENT — CRUELAND UNUSUAL PUNISHMENT

CRIME COMMITTED BY JUVENILE NOTSUBJECTTO DEATH PENALTY
Roper v Simmonshttp://a257.9.akamaitech.net/7/257/2422/01mar20051300/
WWW.Supremecoutus.gov/opinions/04pdf/03-633.pd03-633

FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT —EQUAL PROTECTION

RACE-BASED CLASSIFICAIONS, INCLUDINGTHOSE USED IN PRISON SETTING FOR
SECURITYPURPOSESAREALWAYS SUBJECTTO HEIGHTENED SCRUTINY

Johnson v California, http://a257.g.akamaitech.net/7/257/2422/23feb20051045/
WWW.Supremecoutus.gov/opinions/04pdf/03-636.pdD3-636

HABEAS CORPUS PROCEDURE

“MIXED” 28 U.S.C. § 2254 PETITION, RAISING UNEXHAUSTEBSWELLAS EXHAUSTED
CLAIM, SUBJECTTO “STAY-AND ABEYANCE” PROCEDURE: DISTRICTCOURTI STAYS
DECISION ON PETITIONTOALLOW LITIGANT TO RETURNTO STATE COURI ON
UNEXHAUSTED CLAIM, BUT ONLY AFTER SCREENING O DETERMINE GOOD CAUSE
FOR FRAILURE TO EXHAUSTAND UNDERLYING ARGUABLE MERIT

Rhines vWeber, http://a257.g.akamaitech.net/7/257/2422/30mar20051310/
Www.supremecoutus.gov/opinions/04pdf/03-9046.pd63-9046
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DENIAL OF FAROLE ELIGIBILITY OR“SUITABILITY” MA Y BE RAISED UNDER 42 U.S.C. §
1983; HABEAS IS EXCLUSIVE REMEDYONLY WHERE HASTENED RELEASE FROM
CUSTODYNECESSARILFOLLOWS

Wilkinson v. Dotson, http://a257.g.akamaitech.net/7/257/2422/07mar20085/
WWW.Ssupremecoutus.gov/opinions/04pdf/03-287.pd3-287

STATE COUR'S CONCLUSION,THAT INACCURACIES IN PROSECUDR’S CLOSING
ARGUMENT DID NOT MISLEAD JURY INTO BELIEVING THAT IT COULD NOTCONSIDER
CERTAIN MITIGATING EVIDENCE,WAS NOTUNREASONABLE UNDER 28 U.S.C. § 2254
Brown v. Payton http://a257.9.akamaitech.net/7/257/2422/22mar2008I15/
WWW.Supremecoutus.gov/opinions/04pdf/03-1039.pd03-1039

VACATING OF CONVICTION USEDIO ENHANCE CURRENTY CHALLENGED SENTENCE
IS NEW“FACTUAL PREDICATE” THAT TRIGGERS NEWLIMIT ATION PERIOD FOR FILING
HABEAS PETITION, BUTLITIGANT MUSTUSE REASONABLE DILIGENCE IMMTTACKING
THE EARLIER CONVICTION

Johnson v U.S, http://a257.g.akamaitech.net/7/257/2422/04apr200620/
WWW.Supremecoutus.gov/opinions/04pdf/03-9685.pd03-9685

WISCONSIN SUPREME COURT AND COURT OFAPPEALS OPINIONS
APPELLATE PROCEDURE

COURT OFAPPEALS RERINSAUTHORITY UNDER § 809.820 EXTENDTHE TIME FOR
FILING ANOTICE OF INTENTTO PURSUE POSTCONVICTION RELIESTATE v. IRAN D.
EVANS, 2004WI1 84, LIMITED TO “EXTENSIONS OFTHETIME TO FILEA
POSTCONVICTION MOTIONWVHEN THE GROUND FOR THE MOTION COULD BE
CONSTRUEDAS INEFFECTIVEASSISTANCE OFAPPELLATECOUNSEL")

Sate v Christine M. QuackenbusHhttp://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&seqNo=4971/ Sate v Michael D. Leghttp://
www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.html?content=html&segNo=4972005WI App 2
For QuackenbusHyler J.Tripp

For LeeThomas FLocante, SPD, La Cros$gal

ForAmicus: Joseph N. Ehmann, SPD, Madi&ppellate

INTERLOCUTORY REVIEW OF BINDOVER: MOTIONTO DISMISS ISTHE PROPER
PROCEDURE FOR OBAINING CIRCUIT COURT REVIEW OFA COURT COMMISSIONER'’S §
757.69(1)(B) BINDOVER RULINGAS OPPOSEDO “PRELIMINARY HEARING DE NOVO”
(SECOND PRELIMINARY HEARING) IN CIRCUITCOURT UNDER § 757.69(8)

Sate v Eric D. Gillespie http://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=html&segNo=75812001WI App 35,PFR filed 2/1/05

For Gillespie: JohAnthonyWard

JUDICIAL ESTOPPEL: LITIGANTIS BARRED FROMTAKING A POSITION INAPPELLATE
COURT “DIRECTLY CONTRARY TO CIRCUITCOURT ARGUMENT,” 5n. 4

DHHS v. Leonard M. Thorsonhttp://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&segNo=76322005WI App 37

ForThorson: CarcA. Conklin
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BENCHTRIAL: RELIANCE BY JUDGE ON IMPROPER CONSIDERAON—REVERSIBLE
ERROR FOR JUDGHEO BASE GUILT ONWHAT SHE “KNEWFROM HER OWN EXPERIENCE
RATHERTHAN THE EVIDENCEAT TRIAL”

Sate v LeonardA. Sarnowskj http://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&seqNo=73712005WI App 48,(AG’s) PFR filed 3/24/05
For Sarnowski: Michael K. Gould, SPD, Milwauldgepellate

COMMITMENTS

SEXUALLY VIOLENT PERSON—POST-COMMITMENT, DISCHARGE PETITION, § 980.09(2):
EXPERT'S RECOMMENDATION OF SUPERVISED RELEASE IS INSUFFICIENT TO
ESTABLISH PROBABLE CAUSE FOR AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING ON THE PETITION,
BECAUSE SUPERVISED RELEASE IS DISTINCT FROM DISCHARGE

State v. Robert M. Fowleghttp://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=html&seqNo=70742005 WI App 41PFR filed 3/9/05

For Fowler: Randall E. Paulson, SPD, Milwaukgeellate

SEXUALLY VIOLENT PERSON—JURISDICTION, BASED ON JUVENILE ADJUDICATION:
CONTINUOUS CUSTODY WITHIN JUVENILE SYSTEM, EVENTUATING IN SECURE
PLACEMENT, ESTABLISHES CH. 980 JURISDICTION, EVEN THOUGH JUVENILE
PLACEMENT IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING RELEASE FROM CUSTODY WANOTA CH.980-
QUALIFYING OFFENSE

Sate v TremaineY., http://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmlI&seqNo=76142005WI App 56,PFR filed 3/4/05
ForTremaine: Robel. Peterson, Samantha Jeanne Humes, SPD, Milwatikée

SEXUALLY VIOLENT PERSON—HEARING ON PETITION FOR SUPERVISED RELEASE, §
980.08(4) WHERETHE ONLY WITNESSWASAN EXPERT WHO SUPPORED RELEASEAND
THE EVIDENCE INDISPURBLY SHOWED RVORABLE RESPONSHO TREATMENT, THE
STATE FAILED TO MEETITS BURDEN OF PROOFHAT RELEASE SHOULDNOTBE
ALLOWED, 1162-%

Sate v RichardA. Brown, http://www .courts.state.wi.us/sc/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&segNo=167872005WI 29, reversing2004WI App 33, 269
Wis. 2d 750, 767 N.VEd 555

For Brown: $even PWeiss, SPD, Madisoippellate

CONFRONTATION

PRIOR TESTIMONY FROM A CODEFENDANT’S SEPARATE TRIAL IS INADMISSIBLE AT
DEFENDANT’S TRIAL, WHERE THAT WITNESS WAS NO LONGER AVAILABLE TO TESTIFY,
BECAUSE THECODEFENDANT 'PRIOR OPPORTUNITY TO CROSS-EXAMINE WAS NOT
TANTAMOUNT TO DEFENDANT’'S OPPORTUNITY, “CONFRONTATION BY PROXY” BEING
INSUFFICIENT TO SATISFYCRAWFORD v. WASHINGTOBKX1 U.S. 36 (2004), 1153-58; THE
ERROR, HOWEVER, WAS HARMLESS, 1160-77
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State v. Glenn H. Halghttp://www .wicourts.gov/sc/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&seqNo=16722005 WI 7, 691 N.W.2d 63@ffirming, as
modified 2003 WI App 238, 268 Wis. 2d 171, 672 N.W.2d 130

For Hale: $even D. Phillips, SPD, Madiséppellate

(State v. Robert Bint2002 WI App 204, 257 Wis. 2d 177, 650 N.W.2d 913 (prior testimony from
codefendant’s separate preliminary hearing admissible against defendant) overruled, 157.)

CRIMES: OWI

PROPER TIME FOR DETERMINING THE NUMBER OF PRIOR OWI CONVICTIONS USED
FOR PENALTY ENHANCEMENT, § 346.65(2), “IAT SENTENCINGREGARDLESS OF
WHETHER SOME CONVICTIONS MX HAVE OCCURREDAFTERA DEFENDANT
COMMITTED THE PRESENT OFFENSE,” 19

Sate v Brandon J. Matkehttp://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&segNo=68042005WI App 4,PFR filed 1/6/05

For Matke: James B. Connell

PRIOR OWI-REPEAER CONVICTIONSARE PENALTY ENHANCERSNOTELEMENTS, 1114-
15 (LANGUAGETO CONTRARY IN STATE v. SKIBINSKI, 2001WI App 109, 18, 24%Vis. 2d
229, 629 N.\\2d 12 WITHDRAWN)

Sate v Brandon J. Matkehttp://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=html&segNo=68042005WI App 4,PFR filed 1/6/05

For Matke: James B. Connell

PROOF OF PRIOR OWI-REPHAR PENALTY ENHANCER COMESNITHIN “PRIOR
CONVICTION EXCEPTION” OFAPPRENDIv. NEW JERSEY, 530 U.S. 466 (2000AND IS
THEREFORE SOLEY MATTER FOR SENTENCIN@ND NOT JURY, 116

Sate v Brandon J. Matkehttp://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&seqNo=68042005WI App 4,PFR filed 1/6/05

For Matke: James B. Connell

EVIDENCE

FIELD SOBRIETYTESTS “ARE OBSERATIONAL TOOLS, NOTLITMUS TESTSTHAT
SCIENTIFICALLY CORRELATE CERTAIN TYPES OR NUMBERS OF ‘CLUES'O VARIOUS
BLOODALCOHOL CONCENTRATIONS,” 17,AND, NO SHOWING OF RELIABILITYIS
REQUIREDASA CONDITION OFADMISSIBILITY, WISCONSIN NOTBEINGA DAUBERT
STATE, 1123-24

Sate v Richard B.Wilkens, http://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&segNo=75902005WI App 36

ForWilkens:Waring R. Fincke
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GUILTY PLEAS

TRIAL COURT'S OBSER/ATION TO DEFENDANT, FOLLOWING DENIAL OFAN
ASSEREDLY “DISPOSITIVE” SUPPRESSION MOTION,HAT ACQUITTAL WAS “UNLIKELY,”
BUT THAT “COMING FORWARD AND ADMITTING YOUR GUILT” WOULD PROVIDE “THE
OPPORUNITY TO GETSOME CREDIT' DID NOTAMOUNT TO JUDICIAL PARTICIPATION
IN PLEABARGAINING, OFTHETYPE BANNED BYSTATE v. COREYD. WILLIAMS , 2003WI
APP116, 265WIS. 2D 229, 666 N.\i2D 58

Sate vAntoine T Hunter, http://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&segNo=68332005WI App 5

For Hunter: James R. Lucius

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

BECAUSE MANDATORY SEX OFFENDER REGISTRAON FOR CERAIN JUVENILE
OFFENDERS, §938.34(15m)(bmAND 301.45(1n), IS NOTPUNISHMENTIT DOES NOT
VIOLATE RIGHTSTO JURY TRIAL OR PROCEDURAIDUE PROCESS8-15

Sate v Jeremy R http://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&segNo=72962005WI App 13

For Jeremy PAdam B. $ephens

TRIAL COURI'S FAILURE TO EXERCISE DISCRETIONO STAY MANDATORY SEX
OFFENDER REGISTRAON REQUIRES REMAND SOHAT SUCH DISCRETION MA BE
EXERCISED, 131, PURSUANTO STATE v. CESAR G 2004WI 61, 12, 272Vis. 2d 22, 682
N.W.2d 1

Sate v Jeremy R http://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&segNo=72962005WI App 13

For Jeremy PAdam B. $ephens

PATERNITIES

PATERNITY COURT’'SAUTHORITY TO ORDER IYING-IN EXPENSES IS CONTINGENDN
FATHER'SABILITY TO FAY, 8§ 767.51(3X); COURT LACKSAUTHORITY TO ORDER
PAYMENT IN FACE OF UNDISPUTED INABILITYTO RAY, BUT MAY ENTER SUCHAN
ORDERWHENAND IF FATHERATTAINS ABILITY TO RAY

DHHS v. Leonard M. Thorsonhttp://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&segNo=7632005WI App 37

ForThorson: Caroh. Conklin

PROBATION/PAROLE/PRISON

PLRA: CER'IORARI REVIEW OF PRISON DISCIPLINE—THOUGH CIRCUITOURTI HAS
AUTHORITY TO DISMISS PETITION FORVRIT OF CERIORARI ON BASIS OF RILURE TO
STATE CLAIM UPONWHICH RELIEF CAN BE GRANTED, INTHIS INSTANCE, CIRCUIT
COURT ERRED IN DISMISSINGNVITHOUT FIRSTORDERING RETURNIO PETITION

Sate ex rel. James J. Kaufman Karlen, http://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&segNo=73022005WI App 14

Pro se
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REVOCATION: INMATEWHO HAS REACHED PRISON RELEASE DA IS SUBJECTTO
REVOCATION PROCEEDINGS EVEN IF HE REMAINED IN PHYSICACUSTODY BECAUSE
HE REFUSEDIO SIGN AROLE RULESAND WAS OTHERNISE NON-COMPLIANT, 1121-30;
STATE ex rel. OLSONv. LITSCHER2000WI App 61, 13, 2338Vis. 2d 685, 608 N.vZd 425 and
STATE exrel. WOODS/. MORGAN 224Wis. 2d 534, 591 N.VZd 922 (CtApp. 1999)
DISTINGUISHED, “BECAUSETHE INMATES INTHOSE CASES DID NOTHINGOWARRANT
THEIR CONTINUED DETENTIONAT THE TIME OFTHEIR MANDATORY RELEASE DA'E”
Sate exrel. Leroy Riesch $chwarzhttp://www .wicourts.gov/sc/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=html&seqNo=16776005WI 11, affirmingsummary order

For Riesch: Christopher J. Cherella

REVOCATION: JURISDICTION—DOC PERMITTED UNDER § 304.072(Bp REVOKE
PAROLEE FOR CONDUCTOCCURRING DURINGPRIORTERM OF AROLE SUPER/ISION
DOC v Schwarz and James Dowgittp://www .courts.state.wi.us/sc/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=html&seqNo=1680R005WI 34,reversin2004WI App 136
For Dowell: Michael K. Gould, SPD, Milwaukégpellate

PLRA:WHERETHE TRIAL COURI DETERMINESTHAT THE PLRAPETITIONER HAS SATED
AN ARGUABLY MERITORIOUS CLAIM FOR RELIEFBUT LATER DISMISSESHE CLAIM AS
MOOT, THE DISMISSALDOES NOTQUALIFY ASA “STRIKE” UNDER § 801.02(7)(D)

Sate ex rel. Nathaniehllen Lindell v. Litscher, http://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&segNo=68872005WI App 39

Pro se

SEARCH & SEIZURE

CONSENTTO SEARCH CAR, GIVEN IMMEDIAELY AFTER CONCLUSION OF ROUTINE
TRAFFIC STOPWAS, UNDERTHE FACTS, THE COERCED PRODUCODFAN ILLEGAL
DETENTION (STATE v. LAWRENCEA. WILLIAMS , 2002WI 94, 255Wis. 2d 1, 646 N.\A2d
834, DISTINGUISHED)

Sate v Reginald Joneghttp://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&seqNo=7094/ Maurice E. O’'Nea| http://
www.wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/DisplayDocument.html?content=html&segNo=7092005WI App
26,(AG’s) PFR filed 2/23/05

For Jones: JohnRedesco, SPD, Madisémppellate

For O’'Neal: Jess Martinez

SENTENCING

SO LONGAS SENTENCING COUR “EXPLAINED ITS RATIONALE FORTHE OVERALL
SENTENCE ITIMPOSES” ITNEED NOTSPECIFICALLY RELATEANY OF ITSARTICULATED
FACTORSTOA DECISIONTO MAKE THE SENTENCE CONSECUTIVE, 1117-19

Sate v Brandon J. Matkehttp://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&seqNo=68042005WI App 4,PFR filed 1/6/05

For Matke: James B. Connell
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The plain text of § 969.02(6) mandates that bail money be used to satisfy court costs, with no room for
discretionary return to the depositor rather than payment of costs, 117-9; nor may sentence credit be used
to satisfy court costs, where imposed under provisions which do not grant authority to waive or otherwise
avoid their imposition, 111-13

State v. Ryan E. Bakehttp://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=html&segNo=73462005 WI App 45PFR filed 3/17/05

For Baker: William E. Schmaal, SPD, Madison Appellate

TPR

SUBSTITUTION—TPR, § 48.29: REQUESMAY BE MADE “EITHER BEFORE OR DURINGHE
PLEAHEARING”; GENERALCIVIL SUBSTITUTION PROCEDURE, § 801.58, DOE®TAPPLY
Brown County DHS vTerrance M, http://www .wicourts.gov/ca/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&segNo=76442005WI App 57

ForTerrance M.Theresa J. Schmieder

DETERMINATION OF FITNESSAND SUBSTANTIVE DUE PROCESS: BECAUSE COUR
ORDER SUPPORING STATUTORY GROUND IN § 48.415(4) (ONE-YEAR ELAPSED SINCE
ORDER DENYING CONRACT) FORTERMINATION WAS BASED ONVARIOUS
PROCEEDINGSVHICH REFLECTED ONTHE FARENT’'S FITNESSTHE TERMINATION DID
NOTVIOLATE DUE PROCESS

Dane Co. DHS VPP, http://www .courts.state.wi.us/sc/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=htmI&segNo=16813005 WI 32affirmingunpublished decision
For PR: TimothyA. Provis

VICTIMS’ RIGHTS

“THE OPENING SENTENCE OARtrticle I, Section 9nrOFTHE WISCONSIN CONSTITUTION
WAS MEANT TO BEA STATEMENT OF PURPOSE, SEAPART FROMAND THEN
FOLLOWED BYTHE ENUMERATION OFTHE SPECIFIC ENFORCEABLE RIGHTS CRIME
VICTIMS AREAFFORDED INTHE SECOND SENTENCE,” 12THEREFORE, PROSECWIR’'S
ALLEGED VIOLATION OFTHIS PROVISIONWAS NOTSUBJECTTO SANCTION BY
VICTIMS' RIGHTS BOARD, 1113-26.

Patrick G Schilling v. Sate Crime \ctims Righs Board http://www .wicourts.gov/sc/opinion/
DisplayDocument.html?content=html&seqNo=167972005 WI 17pn certification ®
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